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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FLORIDA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF TERRY 0. JONES 

DOCKET NO. 130009-EI 

JULY 5,2013 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Terry Jones and my business address is 700 Universe Boulevard, Juno 

Beach, FL 33408. I am employed by Florida Power & Light Company ("FPL" or 

"the Company") as Vice President, Nuclear Power Uprate. 

Have you previously provided testimony in this docket? 

Yes. 

What is the purpose ofyour rebuttal testimony? 

My rebuttal testimony addresses the direct testimony provided by the Office of Public 

Counsel's (OPC's) Witness William Jacobs. 

Please summarize your rebuttal testimony. 

It is extremely disappointing that Witness Jacobs and OPC have made serious false 

accusations - particularly when they had ample opportunity to review documents 

provided to them by FPL and ask me in my deposition to clarify any question or 

confusion on their part. They could have done so prior to filing Witness Jacobs's 

testimony. They chose instead simply to make the accusations. 

The Extended Power Uprate (EPU) project has been a large and complex project, 

involving millions of pages of data, spreadsheets, engineering drawings, schedules, 
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work orders, and other project information. The project is coming to a successful 

close, presently delivering 522 megawatts electric (MWe) of incremental nuclear 

capacity and energy to FPL's customers. In the course of the project and the Nuclear 

Cost Recovery (NCR) proceeding, FPL has made all of this information available to 

the parties, Florida Public Service Commission (Commission) staff, and 

Commissioners, and has done so in a forthright and transparent manner. FPL takes 

serious exception to the unfounded attacks on its credibility. 

Witness Jacobs's assertion that the Turkey Point forecast at the time of the hearing 

was $214.9 million more than at the time ofFPL's April 27, 2012 filing is wrong. In 

fact, this claim alone contains $163 million in errors. Additionally, his claim that 

FPL's April 27, 2012 estimate of Turkey Point costs to be incurred in 2012 was 

understated is not accurate. He also ignores the fact that the total EPU project cost 

forecast at the time of the hearing was within the project non-binding cost estimate 

range filed in April 2012, and that I testified at the hearing that the cost of the project 

(which necessarily included the 2012 estimated costs) remained subject to change. 

Witness Jacobs's arguments stem from his repeated (and repeatedly rejected) attempt 

to split the EPU project into two pieces - one at St. Lucie and one at Turkey Point -

when it was proposed, approved, and pursued as one project. In fact, FPL could not 

have delivered the over 400 MWe it was commissioned to provide by performing 

only half the project. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Once again, Witness Jacobs has not identified a single imprudent management action 

or decision in the year subject to review that caused the project costs to increase. 

Instead, he has attempted to develop a recommended disallowance that is not based 

on imprudence, but on unwarranted accusations. 

Are you sponsoring any rebuttal exhibits in this case? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibit, which is attached to my rebuttal 

testimony: 

• TOJ-27, OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in $215 Million False 

Accusation 

Did OPC take your deposition before filing its testimony? 

Yes. 

During your deposition, did OPC seek to clarify any of the issues that they 

included in OPC Witness Jacobs's testimony as accusations? 

No, they did not. 

Did OPC submit any written discovery in an effort to clarify any of the issues 

that they have included in Witness Jacobs's testimony as accusations? 

No. I am dissatisfied that OPC did not ask me for clarifications on these issues before 

accusing me or the Company of misrepresentations to the Commission. 

Does the Nuclear Cost Recovery process anticipate a lapse in time between the 

utility's pre-filed current year estimates and the hearing? 

Yes. The Nuclear Cost Recovery Rule, Rule 25-6.0423, requires the utility to file 

prior-year costs by March 1st, current and subsequent year costs by May 15\ and 

requires the Commission to conduct a hearing and make its determinations by 
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A. 

Q. 

October 1st of each year. Obviously the utility's current and subsequent year 

projections reflect a snapshot in time that is clearly identified as such and then moved 

into the record at the time of the hearing. This is also true in the other clause dockets. 

OPC's witness should be familiar with the clause true-up process and appears to be 

blaming FPL for not perfectly predicting its costs. Of course, if any utility could do 

that, there would be no need for the true-up process that occurs in the following year 

in every clause. 

Please describe FPL's overall approach with respect to providing information to 

the Commission and to NCR parties. 

The EPU project has always been an open book, transparent to the Commission and 

the parties of the NCR process. Each year FPL has provided copies of cost forecasts, 

monthly cost reports, monthly operating performance reports, contracts, invoices, 

correspondence, and many other documents requested by the parties. In 2012, FPL 

produced 63,906 pages of information to Commission Audit staff and 35,581 pages of 

information to parties in discovery. Additionally, EPU personnel including me are 

interviewed by Audit Staff each year. I have also been available for deposition each 

year. These, in addition to my testimony each year, are the numerous avenues by 

which the Company provides information to the Commission and parties concerning 

the EPU project. 

In responding to these accusations in further detail below, you've included 

several documents as part of TOJ-27. Were these documents in OPC's 

possession prior to its filing of Witness Jacobs's testimony? 
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A. Yes. Each of the documents referenced in my Exhibit TOJ-27 was either included as 

an exhibit to my April 27, 2012 filing, included as an exhibit to my August 1, 2012 

3 supplemental filing, or provided to OPC in response to OPC's First Request for 

4 Production of Documents No. 1 on April 11, 2013, more than two months before 

5 OPC witness Jacobs's testimony was due to be filed with the Commission. 
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A. 

Witness Jacobs begins by attempting to quantify the cost of the Turkey Point 

portion of the EPU project and points to the differences between the Turkey 

Point and the St. Lucie plants. Please respond. 

For three years now, OPC has attempted to examine the Turkey Point portion of the 

EPU project in isolation. For three years, I and other FPL witnesses have explained 

why such an exercise is inappropriate. To summarize: 

• In 2007, FPL proposed and the Commission approved the EPU project as a 

single project to meet the need for 400 MWe by 2012. 

• The objective of the project was to produce an additional 400 MWe using 

nuclear fuel that required four reactors to be uprated at two sites, as it could 

not have been done with only two reactors at one site. 

• Efficiencies and cost savings have been realized in contract negotiations and 

through resource sharing by working the uprate of all four units as a single 

project. 

5 



• Since the beginning, FPL has acknowledged the differences between the 

2 Turkey Point and St. Lucie portions of the EPU project. FPL has never 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

• The feasibility of the EPU project has always been based on the total cost and 

total benefits of the project, and not on just a portion of the project. 

Dr. Sim responds to Witness Jacobs's faulty claim that the cost of the Turkey Point 

portion, when viewed in isolation, is "uneconomic." 

Has such an attempt to split the EPU project into two pieces been rejected in the 

past? 

Yes. In 2011, Witness Jacobs recommended, "[t]he St. Lucie and Turkey Point 

projects should be looked at separately in the analysis, with a break-even cost 

identified for each project." (2011 NCR Hearing Transcript p. 1031) His reasoning, 

as summarized by the Commission, was that "the project should be broken up into 

two separate analyses due to the higher estimated capital costs of the Turkey Point 

plant portion of the uprate project" (Order No. PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, p. 40) -the 

same reasoning Witness Jacobs presents this year. In 2012, Witness Jacobs 

recommended, "[t]he Commission should revisit the decision to permit FPL to 

continue to treat the economics of the EPU projects on a consolidated basis[.]" (2012 

NCR Hearing Transcript, p. 1296-1297) In both cases the Commission rejected 

Witness Jacobs's recommendations. 

Did the Commission's order explain why it rejected Witness Jacobs's 

recommendations? 

Yes. In 2011, the Commission concluded: 
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A. 

"We agree with FPL that a separate economic analysis for each of the EPU 

project plant is unnecessary, and would be difficult to calculate. While a 

mathematical average of the benefits derived from lessons learned and 

equipment bulk orders can be developed, it is not known if these would have 

materialized if only one plant was upgraded. Therefore, completing separate 

analyses would incorrectly attribute to the individual plants the benefits 

gained from performing uprates at both plants simultaneously." (Order No. 

PSC-11-0547-FOF-EI, p. 40) 

In 2012, the Commission rejected Witness Jacobs's attempt to split the project into 

two pieces for similar reasons, quoting its 2011 order. (Order No. PSC-12-0650-

FOF-EI, p. 66) 

Because the Commission repeatedly rejected the premise for separately analyzing the 

Turkey Point costs, it is wrong for Witness Jacobs to assert that knowledge of higher 

Turkey Point costs in 2012 would have somehow supported a different Commission 

conclusion on this point. 

Are there benefits unique to the Turkey Point portion of the EPU project 

ignored by Witness Jacobs? 

Yes, the 242 additional MWe that are being provided by the Turkey Point portion of 

the EPU are most valuable since they are generated very near where FPL's customers 

have the highest demand for electricity in FPL's service territory as indicated in 

Exhibit TOJ-17. In addition, the Turkey Point portion of the EPU project has 
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Q. 

A. 

On page 20, Witness Jacobs criticizes your 2011 characterization of FPL's 2011 

non-binding cost-estimate as "highly informed." Please respond. 

In my July 25, 2011 rebuttal testimony, I characterized the 2011 non-binding cost 

estimate as "highly informed." However, Witness Jacobs has taken my statement out 

of context. The full context of my statement was that the 2011 non-binding cost 

estimate was highly informed relative to the non-binding cost estimates of previous 

years. (2011 NCR Hearing Transcript, p. 1208-1209) This was the case because FPL 

had achieved the completion of LAR engineering, achieved the completion of about 

70% of the design engineering, and had information learned from the early stages of 

implementation. In April 2011, we knew what modifications needed to be 

implemented to accomplish the EPU project. Accordingly, I stand by my statement 

that the 2011 non-binding cost estimate range was "highly informed" in comparison 

to the previous years' non-binding cost estimate. 

I also disagree with Witness Jacobs's assertion that this description is inconsistent 

with my description of the 2011 non-binding cost estimate a year later as a "Rough 

Order of Magnitude." Of course, in the subsequent months we determined how we 

would implement the modifications and encountered complexities and discovery 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

during the implementation process. Exhibit TOJ-7 provides a detailed description of 

the complexities and discovery encountered during the 2012 EPU implementation 

outages. I would have welcomed the chance to discuss this with OPC in my 

deposition before Witness Jacobs decided to make the accusations he has made. 

Please respond to the claim that your detailed descriptions and justifications of 

scope increases (and resulting cost increases) demonstrate imprudence of 

"failing to ... accomplish advanced engineering at the outset" or incorporate an 

adequate contingency, at page 25. 

These two theories were raised by Witness Jacobs in the 2011 and 2012 NCR 

dockets, respectively, and rejected by the Commission. As I have indicated 

previously on numerous occasions, the EPU project was initiated and approved to 

deliver approximately 400 MWe by 2012. Therefore, it was necessary to perform the 

project in four overlapping phases. Had the four phases been performed in series, the 

project would have taken much longer thus delaying the benefits to customers, and 

the total cost to customers would have been greater. Therefore, it was entirely 

prudent to complete the project in four overlapping phases and deliver the megawatts 

to our customers as planned. 

Did FPL include an adequate contingency during the course of the EPU project? 

Yes. Throughout the EPU project, FPL has maintained a goal to provide a reasonable 

amount of contingency in order to control project costs. FPL believes that if a very 

large contingency is established, such as the level of contingency that a contractor 

would include in a fixed price proposal for a scope of work with many uncertainties, 

then the ability to control project costs would be diminished. In April 2012, FPL 
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Q. 

A. 

established a reasonable contingency of $100 million ($90 million for PTN and $1 0 

million for PSL) with a to-go estimate of $978 million ($743 million at PTN and 

$235 million at PSL). Thus the total contingency was approximately 10% of the to­

go estimate. 

Turning to 2012, Witness Jacobs states that FPL estimated it would spend $688 

million on the Turkey Point portion of the EPU project in 2012, when it actually 

spent $975 million on the Turkey Point portion of the EPU project in 2012. 

Please explain the vintage of and basis for FPL's $688 million estimate. 

My testimony filed on April 27, 2012 included Actual Estimated (AE) 2012 costs 

which were based on actual costs through February 2012 and estimated costs for 

March through December 2012. As I explained in my April 27, 2012 testimony, 

these costs were based on a number of forecasts. Specifically, I testified as follows: 

"The estimated project costs were developed from Project Controls forecasts 

derived from the best available information for all known project activities in 

2012. Included in the forecasts are the vendor long lead material contracts 

that have scheduled milestone payments in 2012. Cash flows are based upon 

the latest fabrication and delivery schedule information. Each major labor 

related services vendor forecast is based upon the original awarded value and 

all approved changes. Added to this, where applicable, would be an estimate 

of any known pending changes to arrive at a best forecast at completion for 

each vendor. Owner engineering and project management support forecasts 

are derived from approved detailed staffing plans. Cash flows are developed 

for each approved position based on the expected assignment duration and 
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Q. 

expected overtime, where applicable. The large construction related vendor 

forecasts are based upon previous experience, known scope(s) of work, 

productivity factors related to outage conditions and prevailing pertinent wage 

rates. Cash flow projections for items identified in the Risk Register are based 

upon anticipated engineering, material procurement, and outage 

implementation time horizons." (2012 NCR Hearing Transcript, p. 1059) 

FPL recognizes, with the benefit of hindsight, that it underestimated its 2012 EPU 

costs, including those it estimated for Turkey Point. Contrary to Witness Jacobs's 

claim (at page 25) that I have not ''justified the discrepancy" between estimated and 

actual 2012 costs, the reasons for the variance are fully explained in my March 1, 

2013 testimony, particularly Exhibit TOJ-7, which details the numerous complexities 

and discovery issues encountered during EPU implementation after preparation of the 

April 27, 2012 filing. 

It is also important to recognize that both the $688 million figure and the $975 

million figure cited by Witness Jacobs exclude removal costs, EPU recoverable O&M 

costs, transmission capital costs, and transmission recoverable O&M costs. I will 

explain this later in my testimony. 

When you testified at the Nuclear Cost Recovery hearing in September of 2012, 

did you indicate that the $688 million estimate included in your prefiled 

testimony was FPL's current or final estimate of Turkey Point costs? 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

No. To the contrary, I was very clear in indicating that total project costs -which 

included 2013 Turkey Point estimates-remained subject to change. Specifically, I 

testified as follows: 

"As I have stated before, this [non-binding cost estimate] range is subject to 

change, especially as we incorporate our lessons learned from the recently 

completed Unit 3 construction effort and finalize our plan for our fourth and 

final reactor. I expect to complete that effort by the end of October[.]" (2012 

NCR Hearing Transcript, p. 1 078) 

During cross examination, OPC specifically asked me whether the total project cost 

increase presented in 2012 was the "final refinement" of project costs, and I answered 

that it was not. (2012 NCR Hearing Transcript, p. 1351) These statements were 

made to communicate that project costs could increase and I believe OPC took them 

as such. 

Witness Jacobs asserts at page 21 that FPL's Response to OPC's Interrogatory 

No.3 demonstrates that you knew the April 27, 2012 estimate was understated 

when you testified in September 2012. Please respond. 

This interrogatory response appropriately reflects information known in 2013, 

looking back at actual 2012 costs. Therefore it includes information that was not 

available to me in 2012. This is a question that seemingly should have been asked of 

me at my deposition, before Witness Jacobs or OPC made a decision to accuse me of 

misrepresentation. 

Witness Jacobs also asserts that you knew at the time of the hearing that Turkey 

Point project costs to be incurred in 2012 were expected to be $214.9 million 
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A. 

Q. 

higher than stated in your April 27, 2012 filing based on the document he 

includes as his Exhibit WRJ-6. Please respond. 

The document to which he refers is one page from a 2012 monthly cost report. 

Witness Jacobs uses this document to conclude that I knew that the total Turkey Point 

costs were going to be $214.9 million higher than what was included in my April 27, 

2012 testimony. Neither his contention nor his conclusion is accurate. 

His contention that FPL was forecasting 2012 expenditures for the Turkey Point EPU 

project to be $214.9 million more than the amount that I presented in my April 27, 

2012 filing is not accurate. In fact, Witness Jacobs's assertion contains $163 million 

in errors. Based on Witness Jacobs's methodology, but using corrected information, 

one would conclude that the Turkey Point 2012 cost forecast had increased by about 

$52 million since the April 27, 2012 filing. More importantly, as discussed further 

below, the total EPU project cost forecast had not exceeded the filed non-binding cost 

estimate range. A careful review of documents in OPC's and Witness Jacobs's 

possession at the time they prepared his testimony and a better understanding of the 

basis for the two figures he purports to compare would have revealed this. 

Alternatively, asking me about this in my deposition on June 17, 2013 would have 

been far preferable to making accusations that I and the Company misrepresented 

information to the Commission. 

Please explain the $163 million in errors contained in Witness Jacobs's 

accusation. 
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A. Exhibit TOJ-27 demonstrates and documents the $163 million in errors made by 

Witness Jacobs, any one or all of which could have been prevented by Witness Jacobs 

had he used the information in his possession or that of OPC, and/or had asked me 

about this during my deposition. 

In summary, OPC Witness Jacobs's three main errors as demonstrated in Exhibit 

TOJ-27 include: 

• First, the $688 million figure he cites is not comparable to the $903 million 

figure he cites because the $688 million excludes EPU removal costs and EPU 

recoverable O&M costs whereas the figure shown on WRJ-6 includes these 

costs. In my April 27, 2012 testimony, FPL estimated $49,177,296 for the 

Turkey Point portion of 2012 EPU removal costs and $11,335,592 for the 

Turkey Point portion of 2012 EPU recoverable O&M. Thus, $748,862,001 

($688,349,113 + $49,177,296 + $11,335,592) would be the correct starting 

point for Witness Jacobs's suggested comparison. 

• Second, the $902,911,971 figure cited by Witness Jacobs from page 4 of the 

Turkey Point EPU Project Monthly Cost Review Meeting report dated August 

16, 2012 is simply an incorrect figure. The correct August 2012 forecast of 

2012 Turkey Point EPU costs is $847,980,263, which is shown on both pages 

2 and 3 in the very same document, and is nearly $55 million less than the 

basis for Witness Jacobs's claim. 

• Third, approximately $47 million of the remaining difference of $99 million 

($847,980,263 - $748,862,001) is due to two accelerated vendor payments 
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Q. 

A. 

which were moved from 2013 to 2012 that were not included in the April 27, 

2012 estimate of 2012 costs. 

Witness Jacobs's total error is thus $163 million. 

Therefore, Witness Jacobs's claim that FPL knew and did not tell the Commission 

that the Turkey Point costs for 2012 were understated by $214.9 million at the time of 

the 2012 hearing is false. It is extremely disappointing to be subjected to such 

accusations by Witness Jacobs and OPC, particularly when any questions or concerns 

that they may have had could have been readily answered and resolved prior to filing 

OPC's testimony. It is clear that there is no basis for Witness Jacobs's accusation and 

both OPC' s accusation and requested "remedy" should be rejected by the 

Commission. 

What was the status of FPL's total project cost forecast compared to its non­

binding cost estimate as of September 2012? 

As of September 2012, FPL's total EPU project cost forecast had been increasing and 

remained within the non-binding cost estimate range filed on April 27, 2012. For that 

reason, I made it clear during the 2012 hearing that FPL's non-binding cost estimate 

was still subject to change, as discussed earlier in this testimony. 

Additionally, during the 2012 hearing, I testified that I expected the total installed 

cost per kilowatt, upon completion of the EPU project, to be about the same as that 

reflected in the company's 2012 filing. Now that implementation work is complete, I 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

can report that the total installed cost per kilowatt is in fact about the same as it was 

estimated to be last year. Using the upper end of last year's non-binding cost estimate 

range, the cost per kilowatt was estimated to be $6,429. Using the mid-point of the 

range (the cost assumed for feasibility purposes), the cost per kilowatt was estimated 

to be $6,224. This year, the installed cost per kilowatt is estimated to be $6,510 

which is only about 1.3% higher than last year's estimate using the high end of that 

range, and about 4.6% higher than last year's estimate using the mid-point of that 

range. 

What is the total MWe output of the EPU project reflected in this installed cost 

per kilowatt calculation? 

The EPU project is now providing 522 MWe to FPL's customers, based on recently 

completed testing. This reflects an additional 10 MWe as compared to my May 1, 

2013, testimony, all of which has been obtained from Turkey Point Unit 4. 

On pages 23-24, Witness Jacobs alleges that because FPL's estimated 2012 

Turkey Point labor force was only 6% lower than FPL's actual 2012 Turkey 

Point labor force, FPL must have known what its 2012 Turkey Point costs would 

be and intentionally understated those costs in its April 27, 2012 filing. Please 

respond. 

This is Witness Jacobs's sole basis stated in his testimony for his claim. Witness 

Jacobs is incorrect. Like his other allegation, this claim is deeply flawed and does not 

support his serious and offensive accusation. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I have testified on a number of occasions that man hours is the primary cost driver. 

However, the number of workers needed is only half the equation - the other half is 

the number of hours those workers work. The outage durations, increased pre-outage 

work, and required overtime all drive the man hour costs. The Turkey Point Unit 3 

outage completion extended from August 4, 2012 to September 5, 2012, and 

significant overtime (and some added personnel) was required to prepare for the 

Turkey Point Unit 4 outage. These issues, which were not reflected in my April 27, 

2012 cost estimates, contributed to an increase in 2012 costs. Thus, there was no 

intentional understating of costs in April 2012 and it is irresponsible for Witness 

Jacobs to claim otherwise. 

Does Witness Jacobs identify any imprudent project management actions or 

decisions in 2012 that caused the EPU project cost to increase? 

No. Witness Jacobs has not identified a single imprudent management action or 

decision in 2012, nor does he claim the disallowance he recommends was caused by 

any imprudent action or decision in 2012. 

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

Yes. 
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-----------------

OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in $215 Million False Accusation'1, 

Witness Jacobs omitted 

removal costs and O&M 

costs from his 2012 

Turkey Point estimate c21 

Witness Jacobs used 

the incorrect forecast 

amount from the 

August 16, 2012 

monthly cost report c•1 

Witness Jacobs 

ignored vendor 

payments accelerated 

from 2013 into 2012c•1 547 Million 
CORRECT AMOUNT 

sa1 Million 
JACOBS ERROR 

s55 Million 
JACOBS ERROR 

s47 Million 
JACOBS ERROR 

$163 Million 
IN TOTAL JACOBS ERRORS 

(1) Witness Jacobs's false allegation: "When Mr. Jones testified in September, internally FPL was forecasting the 2012 expenditures for the Turkey Point EPU project to be 
$214.9 million more than the amount that Mr. Jonas presented to this Commission." (p. 23 Unes 5-7) 

(2) $749 million includes removal costs and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs. $688 million excludes removal costs and O&M costs. 
(3) Correct number of $848 million reported on pages 2 and 3 of the PTN EPU Monthly Cost Review meeting report dated 8/16/2012. Witness Jacobs used incorrect 

number of $903 million reported erroneously on page 4 of the same document. 
(4) One accelerated vendor payment was discussed in Exhibit TOJ-28 to August 1, 2012 Supplemental Testimony; the other is discussed in the PTN EPU Monthly Cost Review 

meeting report dated 8/16/2012. 



Docket No. 130009-EI 
OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in 

$215 Million False Accusation 
Exhibit TOJ-27, Page 2 of 10 

Explanation of Amounts Presented on TOJ- 27, Page 1 of 10 

TOJ- 27 
Line Amount{$} Cross-Ref. Previousl:f Provided* 

Witness Jacobs's Incorrect $688 Million Amount 

2 Licensing Costs 8,983,686 Page 3 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 2 of 4 

3 Engineering and Design Costs 17,412,344 Page 3 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 2 of 4 

4 Project Management Costs 32,778,315 Page 3 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 2 of 4 

5 Power Block Engineering, Procurement Costs 628,207,353 Page 4 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 3 of 4 

6 Non-Power Block Engineering, Procurement Costs 967,415 Page 5 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 4 of 4 

7 Witness Jacobs's Incorrect 2012 Turkey Point 
8 Estimate 688,349,113 

9 

10 Corrected $749 Million Amount 

11 Witness Jacobs's Incorrect 2012 Turkey Point 
12 Estimate 688,349,113 (see above) 

13 Removal Costs 49,177,296 Page 4 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 4 of 4 

14 Operations and Maintenance Costs 11,335,592 Page 5 of 10 Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 4 of 4 

15 Corrected 2012 Turkey Point Estimate 748,862,001 

16 

17 Witness Jacobs's Incorrect $903 Million Amount 

18 Incorrect PTN Forecast per August Monthly Bates Stamp Number FPL 
19 Forecast Report 902,911,971 Page 9 of 10 006126 

20 

21 Corrected $848 Million Amount 

22 Corrected PTN Forecast per August Monthly Pages 7 and 8 Bates Stamp Numbers FPL 
23 Forecast Report 84 7,980,263 of 10 006124 and 006125 

24 

25 Witness Jacobs's Incorrect $0 Amount 

26 Witness Jacobs failed to account for two 
27 accelerated vendor payments (from 2013 to 2012) 0 

28 
29 Corrected $47 Million Amount 

30 Bates Stamp Number FPL 
31 006132 (and TOJ-28 to 
31 Witness Jacobs failed to account for two Aug 1, 2012 Supplemental 
32 accelerated vendor payments from 2013 to 2012 47,000,000 Page 10 of 10 Testimony) 

* Attached documents are highlighted and annotated for clarity 
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OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in 

$215 Million False Accusation 

Exhibit TOJ-27, Page 3 of 10 

Docktt No. 120009-EI 
EPU Actual/Estimated 2012 Summary Cost Tables 

Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 2 of 4 

a e . 1 ceosmg osts T bl 2 20 2 Ll C 

2012 
Actual/Estimated 

Category Costs 
St. Lucie (PSL) License Amendment Request 

(LAR) $17.087.333 

Tut·key Point (PTh') License Amendment 
Request (LAR) $8.983.686 

Total Licensing $26,071,019 

Table 3. 2012 Eoginee1ing and Dest�n Costs 

Catt't!:on· 
St. Lucie (PSL) 

FPL and staff augmentation engineering 
Turkey Point (PTN) 
FPL and staff augmentation engineering 
Total Engtneet1ng and Design 

a e . eTIDI lg T bl 4 .2012 P ' ftin C 

Category 
St. Lode (PSL) 

Turkey Point (PTh') 

Total Permitttng 

2012 
Actual/Estimated 

Costs 

$7.253.671 

$17.412.344 

$24�666,015 

osts 
2012 

Actual/Estimated 
Costs 

$0 

$0 

so 

Table 5. 2012 Project Mnnngement Costs 
2012 

Actual/Estimated 
Categorv Costs 

St. Lode (PSL) 

FPL. staff augmeutnrion. ru1d regulatory accounting $19.494.825 

Turkey Point (PTN) 

FPL. staff augmentation, and regulat01y accounting $32,778,315 

Total Project Management S52,273,140 

Amount refers back to TOJ-27, page 2 of 10 



Docket No. 130009-EI 
OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in 

$215 Million False Accusation 
Exhibit TOJ-27, Page 4 of 10 

Docket No. 120009-EI 
EPU Actual/Estimated 2012 Summuy Cost Tables 

Exhibit TOJ-23, Page 3 of 4 

Table 6. 2012 Power Block Engtneea1ng, Procurement, etc. Costs 

CategOI'V 
St. Lucie (PSL) 

FPL Procured Long Lead Material 

Turbine Generator Equipment procured from Siemens 

Siemens Labor- Alliance Agreement 

Bechtel EPC Contract 

Station Indirect Outage Costs 

Growth in Scope- Scope & Contingency 

Engineering and Implementation Vendors Other than Bechtel and 
Siemens- (Sbaw/SWEC. NRC Fees. Shaw Consnuction. AMES. 
Banlen, illiams. l!a ter Lee. GS4. FPL pers-onuel in start-up testing 
tlppon. employee training suppo11. in proce iug pet oonel QA IQC 

technicians. Insrmmentation and Controls technicians. procedure 
wriJe . document conn·ot support and other outage support personneL 
plus some materials. equipment fuel and construction consuruables) 
Adjusnnents (removal costs) 

St. Lucie (PSL) 

Turkey Point (PTN) 

FPL Procured Long Lead Mate1ial 

Tm·bine Generator Equipment procured fi:om Siemens 

Siemens Labor- Alliance Agreement 

Bechtel EPC Contract 

Station Indirect Outage Costs 

Growth in Scope - Scope & Contingency 

Engineeting and Implementation Vendors Other than Bechtel and 
Siemens- (Enercou., Feedforward. Flowserve, L3 Commnnications 
Mapps, Numeaical Applications. Sargent & Lundy. Structm<1l Integaity 
Associates. Techcomlntemational. Westem Se1vices Corp., and 
Zachry. Shaw Constmctiou.. 'I; illiams coatings. radiation protection and 
waste chamcterizariou.. temporary facilities , temporary power. 
equipment re.nml. site ecuriry lllOdificarjons. bussing and race track 
parkin!!:. ultrasonic testiu):!. and micro piles) 
Adjusnnents (removal costs) 

Tul'key Point (PTN) 

Total Powel' Block Engineering, Pl'ocunment, etc. 

Amount refers back to TOJ-27, page 2 of 10 

2012 
Actual/Estimated 

Costs 

$24.148.198 

$37.558.738 

$48.025.173 

$118.866.727 

$22.155.957 

$42.843.381 

$50.222.006 

($17.098.481) 

S326,721,699 

$47.827,487 

$29,659,103 

$70.914.024 

$381.938,706 

$20.467,351 

$8.367.000 

$118.210.978 

($49.177.296) 

$628,207,353 

S954,929,052 



Docket No. 130009-EI 
OPC Witness Jacobs's $163 Million of Errors in 

$215 Million False Accusation 
Exhibit TOJ-27, Page 5 of 10 

Dockt>t No. 120009-EI 
EPU Actuai/Estlmatt>d 2012 Summ81'y Cost Tablt>S 

Exhibit TOJ-23, Pagt> 4 of 4 

T bl 7 2012 N P a (> . on- own Bl k E I in P oc no O_!l'l 
lg, t c t rocoremtn� t> c. OS S 

Catt'lOI"V 
St. Lucie (PSL) 

Turkt>y Point (PIN) 

Total Non-Powt>r Block En2int>t>r·1n2. Pr·ocor·f'mt>nt. ttc. 

Tablt 8. 2012 Rt>eoverablt 0&1\1 Costs 

Catt20I"V 
St. Ludt> (PSL) and Turkf'y Point (PIN) 

Non capitalizable Inspections & Other Minor Scopes 

Obsolete inventory \\lite-off 

Non capitalizable computer hardware and software. office 
fumimre and fi.xmres for new project-bound hires. 
incremental staff and au�ented contract staff. 
Total R«ovtr·ablt> 0&1\1 :\"otr (l) 

Tablt> 9. 2012 Transmission Costs 

Cat(>lOI"V 
Plant En�oeering 

Line Engjneaing 

Substation Engineering 

Line Con rruction 

Substation Construction 

Subtotal 

Recoverable O&M 

Total Transmlssloa 

�ote (l): PSLO&M 
P O&l.f 
TotalO&M 

$3.947.741 

2012 
Actual/Estlmatt>d 

Costs 

$111.010 

$967.415 
S1,078,425 

2012 
Actual/Estlmatt>d 

Costs 

$9.782.951 

$5.087.173 

$413.209 

S15,283,333 

2012 
Actual/Estlmatt>d 

Costs 

$11.132.042 

$30.000 

$763.289 

$210.000 

$15.252.202 

$27.,387,533 

$2.606 

S27.,390,139 
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MONTH l YEAR 

TOTALS 2008 
TOTALS 2009 
TOTALS 2010 

Jail-II 
F• .. l1 
M.u-il 
Apf-11 
MIIIIJ·I1 
.Jutl-11 
JuJ-11 
Aug-11 
Sep-11 
Ocl-11 

Nov-11 
Dec-11 

TOTALS 2011 
Jom-12 

Feb-12 

Mar-12 

Apr-12 

May-12 
Jun-12 

Jul-12 

Aug-12 

Sep-12 

Ocl-12 
Nov-12 
Dec-12 

TOTALS 2012 
Jan-13 
Feb-13 

M,u-13 

Apr-13 
May-13 

Jun-13 
Jul-1l 
Aug-1l 

Sep-U 

Ocl-1l 
Nov-1l 
Dec-1l 

TOTALS 2013 
GPIAND TOT!U 
Ptr-Fw.:� 

OIIJI 
PTDE•·P!!flt.lcr'tl 

.OMt�UI""'...._.....,1W� 

Cash Flow By Cost Center 
PTN EPU PROJECT- TOTAL I FORECAST 

' 

7,ll&,n& Is 11.4121 s 4,172,7071 s sz7,uel s 2.544.477 Is s..zo1,oet IJ. no,l11. s ·1o,on,l11l s Ml0,11a 
1t,04Z,0711 s 1,711.4711 s 8,177,4681 s 27,021,9291 s &.89&,ooe l s 10,:1111.,2071' 101,oa•• s n,lu,nzl s 7,602.241 

3,134,783 $ 1,413,876 $ 4,211,664 S 80,218,131 S 9,031,779 S 12,741,266 I I,IID,In $ 21,041,105 S 12,696,297 
(40,898111 

2.49,748 

354,178 

19,644 

698,380 

48.018 1 • 8,190.466

!

, 819.111 

I

s 1.023.999

!

. 733.589 
76,111 $ 6,986,631 $ 849,494 $ 1,099,649' 371,044 

118,878 I 14,186,070 $ 1,184,985 S 1,548,323 I 609,450 

238,759' 11,914,265 $ 1,438,603 $ 1,972,631 ' 1,366,664 
399,694 i 18,182,678 S 967,422 S 1,221,441 I 774,749 

242,844 $ 71,664 S 314,152 I 10,456,296 $ 1,067,053 S 1 ,448,468 I 1,558,024 

720,400 $ s 198,008 ' 14,886,687 s 817,141 s 787,667 • 1,188,181 
964,786 $ 16,247 $ 349,893 I 14,402,J61 $ 982,643 $ 991,606 I 1,433,991 

286,380 $ 55,787 $ 248,634 ' 16,346,320 $ 1,285,418 s 2,0311,137' 348,218 
717,086 S S 260,259 I. 18,676,398 $ 864,383 S 1,488,006 I 677,176 
482,440 s J7J,814 s 77,422 ' 20,088,368 $ 884,134 $ 2,008,081 ' 1,841,889 

648,834 S 195,374 $ 180,890 I 34,923,942 S 1,386,413 S 2,101,378 i 1,151,475 

803,022 s 
683,264 s 

1,488,524 $ 11,235,074 
2,979,6911 $ 
1,394,574 $ 1,747,662 
1,430,992 s 13,072 

531,491 
2,286,107

1

$ 7,268,421 
615,685 $ 11,740,449 

1.494,806 s 1,766,323 
5,145,181 s 153,442 
4,984,415 s 3,055,640 

5,242,11211 s 712,8861 s 2AI0,77B 1 a. 195,038,1641 s 12,6u,a2o 1 s 17,742,1151 a. 11,944,.450 • s n,au,7611l s n,t7t,tu 
1,326,831 
1,064,264 t24.o62 Is 

145,312 $ 44,800 $ 
32,148 $ $ 

774,901 $ (196,37-41 s 
86,918 $ $ 

145,882 s s 
60,000 s $ 
60,000 s 
50,000 s 
50,000 
50,000 

u1e.u8 l s 121.1121IS 
60,000 
50,000 

4,118 

1o4.11• r, 

-i1-:nt.nl-lt-l.tii.UI 
flt!M», IUJI iO 

a;0.41.lll)' �.au,tu 

297,564 I 33,071,542 $ 892,240 
I
' 

309,864 ' 53,874,272 s 1,361,522 s 
272,042 I 39,690,062 S 1,296,737 

37,876 t. 105,410,106 $ 1,449,188 
312.206 , 52.981.141 , 1,462,481 1• 
810,837 $ 42,629,000 $ 1,048,600 s 
955,846 I 47,751,993 S 1,530,986 

400,000 ... 25,609,064 $ 1,450,000 
60,000 I 15,390,318 S 1,376,320

1
$ 

50,000' 8,000,000 s 1,450,000 $ 
50,000 ' 8,000,000 s 1,460,000 s 
28,102 .. 1,000,000 $ 1,.460,000 $ 

U74.3�6 I J. 443A08,1811I s 18,311,0941 s 
li 10,652,555 s 
.. 10,862,655 $ 
I 10,662,555 S 

1,652,555 $ 
9,652,555 s 
8,852,565 $ 

--=--- ·· IO,t11i,330IS 

I•...CII.,.M.t 7ieJIH..!J.t1 
lOll 11CI,'JDO,Htl 

",1111,74, 1n;Ht,111 

1,211,3121$ 
1,514,140 s 

878,405 I 
828,.410 
828,410 
825,00011 
228,463 

e.314.14o Is 

M..Jo�G_,.ll 

til"-" 'I 
•UII,.t411-lft 

1,701,183 
3,194,372 
3,238,585 
3,0711,785 
3,533,845 

3,010,868 

3,495,202 

2,840,454 
2,423,184 
2,763,880 
2,998,334 
3,161,861 

U,222,77� 
2,948,314 
l,566,129 
1,830,145 
1,100,000 
1,200,000 

tf7.t.c"o..oot 
.. 

Ul.,lli,IU 

687,343 
1,348,868 
1,379,571 
1,623,774 
2,471,862 
2,426,412 

895,510 

1,1182,8l3 
1,391,966 
1,102,205 
1,178,246 
1,433,797 

111,023,.4715 

., .. , ... .,. 
IDU31 

2•,ne,no 

1,576,194 
6,868,382 

143,9511$ 

4,802,843 
2,433,864 

1,663,1741$ 
1,816,212 

10,003,088 
5,011,681 
3,087,883 
•• 557,7871$ 
5,8111,707 s 

s 47.141,1441$ 

1.W,1:1t;J11 
u;u·Ma' 

Hu.•�:n7 

6,763,865 
2,244,635 
1,662,041 

l7,386 
4,381,950 

695,133 

5,372,413 

4,252,029 
12,365,460 

380,707 
U,G41,10t 

181;1:W . • til 
•• 

r,4SB,IIAQ 

" 

86.4nls 
8,2711$ 

111,4031$ 

33,529IS 
111,372 

111,127 

109,3271$ 
2,167,951 
2,34B,tUIS 
2,2711,148 Is 
3,728,015 
9,6117,825 

10,174,660 
7,672,177 
5,8U,16511 
1,262,645 $ 
3,488,817 

40,263,811 

$ U,U4,7UIS 

...... ,.At� 

lfl--1 
.41 ') 1 !l(l,�tlt 

" 

312,181111 
2,338,10011 
9,124,81111 
2,086,86611 
1,826,099 I 
3,584,234 I 
2,263,917 
2,281,309 
2,069,18611 
1,239,849 I 
2,280,208 
4,723,724 
2,977,53011 
4.123,981 
4,798,936 

34,24UUII 
5,018,278 
8,776,160 

10,931,740 
11,156,331 
19,232,684 
14,145,12111 
23,583,450 

13,106,110 
li,OOO,OOOII 
2,300,000 
2,300,000 
1,ooo.ooo l 1 

118,141,17411 

ttUc.z.t'n 
IQI,Itt.no 
1-,I,,U�HI 

17 

45,8571
' 500,000 s 

1,626,000 
1,625,000 
1,826,0001$ 
1,625,000 s 
7,0411i,I67IS 

lt:uot:,IOCI 
A!585J 

II 

-'-1' 
--'-' I 

��· 

t2 

316,25711 

600,79511 
104,462 I 

701,24711 

4,180,11311 
2,027,844 
2,719,643 
5,054,9111 I 
4,181,705 I 
2,696,281 I 

400,000 I 
658,360 I 
500,000 

2,860,939 

,. 

$ 26,168,82811 
2,385,.4541• 14.360.000 1• 
2,386,454 I 2,152,950 I 
4,139,954 I 2,000,000 I 

-- I' 't,IHU.tt!ll 1Vo1Uitl1 

�·-'t(i.I,1H II �4.J11.11'2' 
•• II I II ll-.t15.al11i 

11,1RI710 

.. 

73.164 

6,737,146 
... 

1,278�660 

«6.983 

767,140 
1,644,l74 

18�750 
1,121.484 

20l,102 
1,066,868 
1,240,465 

7,779,496 
263,571 
181.632 
138,812 

726,408 

61,027 
107,661 

66"'941 

• 

1,1. 
2,100 .. 
1,411,U. 
1,511,111 

1,311,1111 
2,734,975 
2,600,000 
1,943,903 

8,5711,051 

31.7 11�2:1 : 

cQII 

42,146,7UII 
121,206,595 Is 
166,138,57211 

13,465,1221$ 
12,074,210 

34,308,089 

30,063,626 
28,119,2« 
111,448,016 
22,003,698 
30,996,00711 
38,810,236 
29,044,395 

36,248,228 1 $ 

66,813,671 s 
361,393,3421$ 

53,978,569 
83,066,938 
72,721,681 

140,658,949 
87,742,307 
77,568,460 
91,805,652

1
$ 

66,955,614 s 
86,237,820 $ 
23,0116,701 I 
25,811,346 
28,338,247 

847,180,2831$ 
43,974,600 
33,822,690 
33,282,13811 
27,186,947 s 
11,680,1165 
11,677,555 

2,042,698 
687,014 

l�t .. .§e'IIS 

l1l..iot.001 
l20100i.OOO 

11,7l7,H7 I 1"9l.j.A1.1,71' 

FPL 006124 
NCR-13 

42,073,156 
121,206,696 
160,401,428 

13,464,282 
12,073,370 

34,308,089 

28,784,866 
27,672,261 
18,680,876 
20,359,224 
30,976,267 
37,688,752 
21,941,293 
36,191,310 
55,573,206 

343_,813,846 
53,714,898 
82,884,406 
72,582,849 

1JB,8J2,fi41 
97,681,280 
77,460,799 
91,237,711 
66,156,614 
as.Jn.no 
21,877,228 
23,711,348 
26,852,113 

839,428,705 
42,575,419 
31,087,815 
30,762,138 
25,243,044 
11,680,966 
11,677,555 

2,042,698 
687,014 

1&5,551,450 

1 .• -IO"l'UIIIII 
jJ,lJ),.CI,;UJJ 
t,11;1',111,1(11 

0 
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Jul Fore�>ul vs. Actual 

MONTH I YEAR - - - FPl...El-40 

FO<ecast 

Actual 

1D.OOC I 

p. 
f � 
t!Z 
:.a 
! 
j 

Budget 4'.182.� I ... )1110 • 
Actual ,..,..., ' � .... • 47 7�1.Nl I 1..530,9GG • 

Odf (budget·aclll•Q (145,.2) I -...... c•il.sse . ..cJ s 

20 YTDBud ¥5- YTO Actual 

Budget 1,a77,l37 ' 111.)841 • <O,iS& • 
Actu•t 3 566,346 1 s l,2t,!.12 1 

o;rr (budQot-<�CtuaiJ 1.68i,008) I ,.,_ • 

Tots12012 Budget I I 
��77.3

3
711 

40256 Is 
ToUI! 2012 Current 

Forecast 3,.&16,3ot!!l • !20121 ' 3.51"-3311 ' 
D1" (budget-IO<ecast) 

\1.2:!11000 • ,_ ' :3-.s:J<t,OOO I 

PTN EPU Monthly Variance 

MINOR LONQI..EAD FP' PM £t'GIN fA'tNG W.T[FUAL ANOOTHER 

I 
3,l.2.3.J.._S• I Z,D\4 NJ 4.561.139 I 1 

1.916.212 1 s 

012.018) s I DHI'M1 

i 
� 
� � E � 

f St 
1 0� 
v A� 
" t " 

I 
1.&00,000 • t.Cif.illZI �712,:)14 I 3 803 59

7 
I liP S 

3,4G$.202 • 18$..510 1.911,2'12 ' $312..413 ' I 

1,995.202) I <121.411 1V0.1o::l ' (1.508.810) 

41119,1$12 

10 11 

lmpl�ll.llon 
-

Con-

3,6BO,G<W • 18,1'38,"760 

1.::zR.SA5 • 2l�45Q • 

J 

,. 11 

3 
824 625 I 4,02ot..m 

12ft2..1<1.5 • 23,583.C50 • 

2.501.s&O • 18.55e.i2:3. s 

10 " 

t � -�.s:n 1 57 s.tW.J05) 1 

10 " 

" 

-

·�m I 

''68S1) I 

··- ' 

45,&57 ' 

" 

(45,857) $ 

.. ="'"'�'"'""�-'- '-'-'"-"'"·"' ... "''"'07!.:•+''-_!_7!>4=5� , __ _ 

s (4(i 4G8,213) J (7,CM�.Iri7 1 

.. 

STAllON 
OUT.-GE 

CHAAOES 

�:ra•.5M • 

4\11,7� I 

• (1 .11D', 1SIJ • 

lp all 
j�!: .. a �! � 
• • .Ill 

p= H 

"-1111'011! s 

s (4,18170ll) s 

12 

I ll.eaG.l:at I 

S 1&,184.?t$ I 

S (4."267..9681 I 

13 , 

�ISK O&M 

.... 000 

607""' 

1S79.CIJ 

13 

TtJTN.'S 

V2.701HI26 

111..105� 

80\_214 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

Annual Budget vs. 
Forecast 

lnd lrrator CrfbOrlo n 

By Year 

PTN Extended Power Uprate (EPU) Project 

�twlthwl 
�Fitnt•pp!!CIV.cl 

•rmu.-1 projitt:l 
INDga1 .. 1�Cir..,., 

Account #:066730 

Data As Of: July 2012 
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Total Project Cost Summary 

Prior Year 
Actuala 2010 2011 2012 Future Yrs 

Total Project Cash Flow 

PTN EPU Project 2012 

------------

$1.ooo.ooo.ooo r===;::::::::===:::::---------------------------------, 
-Budget 

Total 

$900,000,000 ._Fomcast 
-+-Actwl 

$0 +-----,-----,-----,-----�----�----�----�-----r-----r-----r-----r----� 
Jan FeD Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Total $ 163,428,501 $ 166,138,572 $ 317,778,660 $ 538,576,546 $ 43,576,224 $ 1,229,498,503 2012 

Jan Feb Mar Aer Ma� 

Monttlt Total !>4166632 55 991151 52,925,S64 48.206,031 �1.311,156 
Cumulotfvc Total 54166 632 110 157 783 163 Q83 647 209 289 678 250500834 

Actu�.l Actual Actual Actual 

53 978 569 83 066 938 72721 661 140 558 949 
63 978 5611 137 044 507 209 768168 350 2.6 111 

Foi'OOiiSI 66 296 7R.7 77,299 367 93,210,368 
Ac:tuol SJ 978 669 140 658 949 97 742 307 
V�rtance 1 318 198 nu9682 4 631 839 

Source: PTN PROJECT CASH FLOW 

Jun Jul A us see Oct 

2012 Annual Bud et 
30,218.916 3:;,937 474 49,530,654 

280 819 750 316 757 � 429 466 888 

2012 Monthl Forecast Variance 
77,568,460 92,706,926 
96 490 352 91 906 652 
18 821 682 801 274 

Nov Dec 

60,600.933 46,306,725 
490 287 821 538 576 546 

FPL 006126 
NCR-13 

2011 Summary 

TD-Oate Go Total 
I 5:18 576 546 538,576,546 • 

To 
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PTN EPU Projec P.po�fJJ};��n:l.ryL 
CAPEX Variam;e ExplanaUons versus Plan 
July 2012($000) 

Coo• ...... 
INCREMENTAL NCRC CAPEX 

-

-

-

FPL ENGINEERING 

FPL PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

OTHER 

FPL LONG LEAD MATERIAL 

PLANT CRAFT SUPPORT 

OUTAGE EXTENSION 

SCOPE GRO'NrH 

Tollllnc:rement.al NCRC CAPEX 

NON.jNCREMENTAL PTN CAPEX 

BA 00546 

PTN3 EPU ASBESTOS REMEDIATIOfll 

PTN4 EPU ASBESTOS REMEDIATION 

SO% of BASE CAPITAL CHARGED TO BRC 066730 
T oloiil Non�ncremental PTN CAPE X 

Total Coillpllal Dlroct Ccllb 

REMOVAL COST DISCLOSURE 
PTN 3 SECOND OUTAGE REMOVAL COST 

PTN 4 SECOND OUTAGE REMOVAL COST 
Total Removal Cost Disclosure 

AFUOC 
PTN Af"UDC INCREMENTAL 
PTN AFUDC NON-INCREMENTAL 

Tot.illl AFUDC 

Risks to Year End Forecast: 

: 

CM 
Actu• 

,.a 

. 

-

47,752 

1,531 

3,-<1-<10 

996 

1,916 

5,372 

1,263 

23 583 

4,182 

.. 
91,182 

55 

(212) 

a 
(1S1) 

91,031 

(1) 

. 
, 

129 
• 

I on 

4,193 

483 

1,590 

1 "117 

2 712 

3,804 

3.B25 

3 220 

... 

10,776 

33,074 

63 

24 
ee 

33,1152 

. 

CM 

11"") 

(V501 

(43,559) 

(1,0481 

(1,750� 

<21 

796 

(1,18111 

2,562 

(20360) 

1:1,227) 

10,776 

146l 
(6B,108] 

B 

212 

15 
�·· 

167,8lJ!il) 

1 

t 

CAPEX Variances to Plan 
Better l WCK54t 

A Ph YTD 

3,566 1,877 ltllUl 

169 111 l�l 

2,996 40 !2.11SGJ 

375 409 144,947 ('230,�1121 

9,211 3,717 (5,4941 

21,198 11,919 (9,2'/Vi 

10 933 9,918 (1,015) 

19 688 25,998 6.309 

21 058 25,235 4 1n 

40,60"1 23,341 (17��1 

95.192 27,916 (67,2761 

15,565 22,697 7,132 

14,316 1"1,316 

... ,.., 
flr1!,lil6 �12.033 (lO:UO.:II 

743 480 (2113) 

3,519 1,368 (2,15al 

175 189 161 ..... 1.tl7 (2,4U) 

G-ZO,OTC J1'-,0JO po&,O....J 

27,576 27 620 44 

- -
27.-'7• 21/UfJ .. 

YE 
""' 

3,816 

169 

3,574 

443,408 

16,387 

36,429 

18,023 

48,230 

38,046 

84.335 

118,898 

26.432 

2 000 

,_ .... .....,. 

11071 

3,&1g 

� 

29!1 
1.250 

1 

IMIO.S1 -
21-57! 

lUll! 
<16 

YE 
PI� 

1,877 

111 

40 

144,947 

6.134 

20,369 

11,906 

54,762 

59 833 

37 667 

50,615 

40,243 

104 1"13 

5J2j1Ag 

na 

1388 

4�· 

m 
.,98G 

5"37,135 

27.1120 

1aJIII1 
A,llM)-1 

... 

IU:MII 

1"71 

(3,5301 

(298,<4[11) 

(10.253) 

(16,060j 

(6,1171 

6,532 

21,7B7 

('!ii,«<lll 

1 68m I 

13,811 

102 143 

17<!45l 
P1JJJ4.5l 

�I 

(2.:152) 

rr••l 

«<I 
(3,270) 

(317,215) 

44 

.. 
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Unfavorable $0 1M CM and $1 7M YTD vanance due to rncreased LAR and Mod scope 
vorable $1 9M variance due La Increased lAR and Modrf�<:atron support 

�Unfavorable $DOOM vanance aue to purcnase oraer (POl doNI Clt4. 

� LJnfa.�r�tt'a$t OM CMi anol30MYTO Yllfltlrx:• pnmanly due lo rncreased modirrcatmn 
w"pcn llli.. Uol"o"b� $3 5M ""''""' doo lo oddolooool modofio.loo� 

' ' the reelassrficatron �� 
pnljec::ced payments to prepard expenses Remarmng drfference due to rneteased slaffin!iJLO suppor1 
:3R26 outage 
� Unravorable S29B SM varrance due to rncreased stafTrn9 lo support uPdated estimates lor 
� Unfavorable$, OM CM and $5 SM YTD vanance due to increased staffing 
� Unlavofable $10 J.\4 var�ance due to rnaeased staffing ralllliO support 3R26 outage and sta!f 
�on to support owners reviews 

� UnfiWt�l• S1 15M CM WSR3J',., YTO� dw to lntfa&e<l slaft"rng lor f"PL oversrghl 
Wfleld support � Unfavorabl� $16 1M varrance due to rncreased FPL oversrght and field support 
Xlll � $1 OMv.-r�U�UdUI! lD Wau..O ou!ada engineerrng to en$ure lrmely desr9n 
.,..,.,_ 
.lt, UnflriOnlollleSIJ 1M venanc;a du• bavpp�t.IJ � � � 10 marnlarn 
� F•�or•bl.t SO 8M CM and 58 3M VTO v.anaoarr as a result of revrsed rnleslone payments 
� Favorable $6 5M varrance as a result of revrsed mlestone payment$ 

&M_ Vnl� S1 Oftlll CM varrance as a result of a revrsed mrleslone payment 
� .. Favorable $4 2M varrance due to updated mrlestone paymenl$ 
YE_f:,vor�• $21 BM varrance renecls reV!sed contract payment plan 
� avorable S2 6M vanance due to updated worf( plan �

L
Unfavorable $173M vanance due to updated work plan and frnal conlracl 

Unfavorable :lo46 5M vanance renects revrsed contract payment plan 
kM'lllt Unfavorable $20 4M CM and $67 3M YTD varrance due to rr:Vls..ci st.ftlng raflll neeaea to �� 3R26 outage and scope reassrgnment to addrtrooal contractors Oisclo•ure: :lo2 7M tor 

vo�es aca"ued a! a hrgh level after mJnlh-end dose 
�Unfavorable $68 3M var�ance due to updated work schedule and scope reassrgnment to addrtrooal 
"""'"'""" �-UntiiiiOtaib!. $3 2M CM due lo revtsed slatting raiJ1l Favorable $7 1M YTD vanance due lo 
,.¥!ted staffing raflll and oulage schedule revision 
ln., F avorabl� $13 BM v.t��l'lot cfut r,o upd.tttd wora td\llllflb:. 
� Favorable J.10.-8M CU and $14 JM YTD varrance aue to trena a� nsf( resolutiOn 

��::::: !:5 1M ?:!riff 1::: In r!t:!:rr :1 xrrr ifT;u�p
�':.''opriOie oolegory ol 

-

Inr£Ie. Lkdi'IIQI'IOII! SO 3M YTDIYE varrance due Lo an entry performed rn January 2012 to reclassrry 
.,._)'f'OI lrom lt'\Cremental caprtal to non-1ncremenlal caprlal lrom 04 2011 & May 2012 entry for 01 
:!!)12 
f£M:. FIYOtllblt! S0-2M CM vanance due to shrrt rn Lhe schedule 
XIJl.. Unfavorable $22M YTD vanance due to l..rmng of budgeted remedrat1on 
liit Unto•o,.blt S3 4M Yl:,..,.,.,. dlJe "' reno...., • ....,.,...., 

An accounting change was implemented effective March 31,2012 to discontinue lhe reclassification of  Bechtel's projected paymen\s to prepaid expenses The accounting policy change accelerates lhe recogniUoo of Bechtel cash no� ars p roject cost The 
accounlin,g policy change also introduces greater monthly volaUiity in how FPL recognizes monthly project costs Signrficanl variations in actual costs versus forecast costs may occur simply as a result of not aulhOJizing a Bechtel invorce lor payment in NAMs by 

FPL 006132 

NCR-13 

0 
'"0 
("') 
� ::;-
= ,. "' "' 
<:.,. 
Ill 

l:"'l ,.., 
Vl Q � a' :::1' N "' ;.: U1 .,-::;- :::: Vl 

-l 0'1 
0 

s· 
(,> 0 

<:.,. :::: Q 
= ,.., 

� N ., ,. 
�-..1 Ill s· -
'"0 � = z ,. ? Ill 

> 
Q 

(J(l .... ,. ,., l:"'l (,> ,., 0 c ... 
0 "' ... 0 
0 Ill Q 0 ... \Q .... - "' I .... a;· 

:;· l:"'l 0 = 






